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DETAILED ACTION 



Specification 



1 . The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: the acronym 
"PN" should be defined where it is first used (line 20 of page 3). 
Appropriate correction is required. 



2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 



3. Claims 1-5, 7-8, 10-11, 15 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by U.S. Patent 6,501 ,741 to Mikkonen et al. 

Regarding claims 1-5, 8, and 11, the step (a) of obtaining identification 
information (claims 1, 8, and 1 1) is disclosed by Mikkonen in the QOS flow detection 
block 601 of figure 6. It is clear that the application using such a flow can be a video 
application as indicated in Mikkonen in column 7, lines 17-22 and from line 63 of column 
12 to line 4 of column 13. The step (b) of obtaining information on channel 
characteristics and the decoding state (claims 1, 8, and 1 1) is disclosed in determining 
whether there are sufficient resources available on the radio channel described from 
column 1 1 , line 65 through column 12, line 5. This same paragraph (starting at column 
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1 1 , line 65) discloses part step (c) of deciding on a quality of service based on the 
channel characteristics and the decoding state (claims 1, 8, and 11). This paragraph 
explains that a poorer quality of service can still be used to support the flow. Thus the 
decision on the quality of service level is based partly on the channel characteristics and 
decoding state. The other part of this step (c) (deciding on a quality of service based on 
the identification information) is disclosed in block 601 of figure 6 as described in lines 
52-55 of column 10. The step (d) of inserting an identifier field (claims 2, 8, and 11) is 
disclosed in the flow identifier transmitted in message 603 of figure 6 and described 
from line 60 of column 1 0 through line 5 of column 1 1 . The step (e) of inserting a quality 
of service field (claims 3-4, 8, and 1 1 ) is disclosed in the QoS_FLOW_ACTIVATE 
message 603 of figure 6. The step (f) of outputting the bit stream (claims 5, 8, and 1 1 ) 
is disclosed in figure 6. The identifier and QOS portions of the bit stream are output in 
message 604 of figure 6, and the payload portions of the bit stream are output in the 
Active QOS flow 61 1 of figure 6. 

Regarding claims 15 and 16, the step of receiving a bit stream including an 
identifier, QOS, and payload data is disclosed in the reception of message 604 and flow 
611 by MT 1 . The step of performing a call setup negotiation is the process of setting 
up the QOS flow shown in figure 6 and described from line 28 of column 10 through line 
49 of column 1 1 . 

Regarding claims 7 and 10, figure 6 clearly shows the limitation that step (a) of 
obtaining identification information and step (b) of deciding on a QOS level are part of a 
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call setup process. Figure 6 shows the steps Mikkonen uses in setting up the QOS flow 
611. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or(g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

6. Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Applicant's admitted prior art in view of U.S. Patent 6,501,741 to Mikkonen et al. 

Applicant's admitted prior art discloses the user layer in lines 12-16 of page 1 . 
Applicant's admitted prior art also discloses the limitation of a link layer performing link 
and media access control in lines 16-17 of page 1; it is evident that the payload would 
need to be inserted into the bit stream at the link layer. Applicant's admitted prior art 
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further discloses the limitation of a physical layer for performing bit streaming from line 
17 of page 1 to line 2 of page 2. 

Applicant's admitted prior art does not disclose expressly the limitation of the link 
layer deciding on a quality of service, the bit stream reconfiguration layer, or the 
limitation of the bit stream transmitted by the physical layer containing the identifier and 
QOS fields. 

Mikkonen discloses the limitation of the link layer deciding on a quality of service 
based on the channel characteristics and the decoding state in determining whether 
there are sufficient resources available on the radio channel described from column 1 1 , 
line 65 through column 12, line 5. This paragraph explains that a poorer quality of 
service can still be used to support the flow. Thus the decision on the quality of service 
level is based partly on the channel characteristics and decoding state. The other part 
of this limitation (deciding on a quality of service based on the identification information) 
is disclosed in block 601 of figure 6 as described in lines 52-55 of column 10. Mikkonen 
discloses the limitation of a bit stream reconfiguration layer inserting an identifier field in 
the flow identifier transmitted in message 603 of figure 6 and described from line 60 of 
column 10 through line 5 of column 1 1 . The limitation of a bit stream reconfiguration 
layer inserting a quality of service field (claims 3-4, 8, and 1 1) is disclosed in the 
QoS_FLOW_ACTIVATE message 603 of figure 6. Once these fields have been 
inserted in the bit stream as indicated above, the physical layer will obviously include 
these fields as part of the stream it transmits. 
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Applicant's admitted prior art and Mikkonen are analogous art because they are 
from the same field of endeavor of establishing a flow with a certain quality of service in 
a radio communication system. At the time of the invention it would have been obvious 
to a person of ordinary skill in the art to determine a quality of service and insert the 
quality of service field and an identifier field as part of the communication method 
described in applicant's admitted prior art. The motivation for doing so would have been 
to increase the effective capacity of the radio channel by eliminating unnecessary 
retransmissions for real-time applications (such as video). This is suggested by 
Mikkonen in lines 4-38 of column 13. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Mikkonen with Applicant's 
admitted prior art for the benefit of improving the effective capacity of the wireless 
channel to obtain the invention as specified in claim 13. 

7. Claims 64, 9, and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over U.S. Patent 6,501,741 to Mikkonen et al in view of U.S. Patent 6,529,633 to 
Easwar et al. 

Mikkonen discloses all the limitations of the parent claims 1, 5, 8, and 11 as 
specified in the rejection under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) above. 

Mikkonen does not disclose expressly the limitation of checking whether the 
stream is byte-aligned, preparing stuffing bits when the stream is not byte-aligned, and 
outputting the stuffing bits at the end of the stream. 

Easwar discloses "bit stuffing with 0's to the nearest byte boundary before 
transmitting" in the paragraph starting with line 6 of column 13. This discloses the 
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limitations of determining if the stream is byte aligned (to find the nearest byte 
boundary), preparing stuffing bits (bit stuffing with 0's), and outputting the stuffing bits 
(performing the stuffing prior to transmitting). Mikkonen and Easwar are analogous art 
because they are from phrase same field of endeavor of transmitting compressed video. 
At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in 
the art to modify Mikkonen to bit stuff the stream to ensure it is aligned. The motivation 
for doing so would have been to improve decoding speed by the receiver as indicated in 
line 6 of column 13 of Easwar. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Easwar with Mikkonen for the 
benefit of improving decoding speed to obtain the invention as specified in claims 6-7, 9, 
and 12. 

8. Claim 14 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Applicant's admitted prior art in view of U.S. Patent 6,501,741 to Mikkonen et al as 
applied to claim 13 above, and further in view of U.S. Patent 6,529,633 to Easwar et al. 

Applicant's prior art as modified by Mikkonen above, discloses all the limitations 
of the parent claim 13 as specified in the rejection under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) above. 

Applicant's prior art as modified by Mikkonen above does not disclose expressly 
the limitation of checking whether the stream is byte-aligned, preparing stuffing bits 
when the stream is not byte-aligned, and outputting the stuffing bits at the end of the 
stream. 

Easwar discloses "bit stuffing with 0's to the nearest byte boundary before 
transmitting" in the paragraph starting with line 6 of column 13. This discloses the 
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limitations of determining if the stream is byte aligned (to find the nearest byte 
boundary), preparing stuffing bits (bit stuffing with 0's), and outputting the stuffing bits 
(performing the stuffing prior to transmitting). Applicants prior art as modified by 
Mikkonen above and Easwar are analogous art because they are from phrase same 
field of endeavor of transmitting compressed video. At the time of the invention it would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify Mikkonen to bit stuff 
the stream to ensure it is aligned. The motivation for doing so would have been to 
improve decoding speed by the receiver as indicated in line 6 of column 13 of Easwar. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Easwar with Mikkonen for the 
benefit of improving decoding speed to obtain the invention as specified in claims 14. 

Conclusion 

9. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. U.S. Patent 6,587,457 to Mikkonen, U.S. Patent 6,487,595 to 
Turunen et al, and U.S. Patent 6,374,1 12 to Widegren et al all disclose methods for 
establishing flows with a given quality of service in radio communication systems. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Robert C. Scheibel whose telephone number is 703- 
305-9062. The examiner can normally be reached on 6:30-3:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Seema S. Rao can be reached on 703-308-5463. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Robert C. Scheibel 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2666 
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